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Relative clauses in Suriname creoles and Gbe languages(
Abstract

Two creoles of Suriname, Ndyuka and Saramaccan, are compared with each other and with Western Gbe, Eastern Gbe, and other languages of West Africa with respect to relative clause formation. Relativization strategies are described for the syntactic positions subject, direct object, and indirect object, and the semantic roles benefactive, locative, temporal, comitative, instrumental, comparative, and possessor. Omission of relative markers (rel), headless relatives, and other uses of rel are also compared.

This comparison shows significant differences between the Suriname creoles, principally the presence of number marking on rels in Saramaccan vs. its absence in Ndyuka, and the wider distribution of relative markers derived from interrogative forms in Ndyuka than in Saramaccan. Some of these differences parallel differences between the Western and Eastern Gbe languages examined, strongly indicating a greater Western Gbe influence on relativization in Saramaccan vs. a greater influence of Eastern Gbe in Ndyuka. A brief examination of the non-Gbe Kwa language Akan and the non-Kwa language Kabiye, both of potential relevance to Suriname creoles in terms of extralinguistic history, shows that neither of these resemble the Suriname creoles with regard to relativization nearly as much as the Gbe languages do.
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0. Introduction

Relative clause formation, or relativization, is an aspect of language structure about which a lot is known and for which a generally agreed typological framework for research and discussion is available. Viewed within the general phenomenon of wh-movement (e.g., Chomsky 1977 and much related work), it has contributed to our understanding of other forms of wh-movement, such as clefting and wh-questions, and of more basic aspects of the language faculty, such as binding and the relation between form and meaning. On the other hand it can be fruitfully studied apart from these broader concerns, making it appropriate for the comparative purposes of this volume, where several languages and several language phenomena, such as second language acquisition, language transfer and language creation, must be treated. Comparison of various pidgins and creoles with one another and with their possible substrates, as part of current research on the role of substrate languages in creolization, is now able to draw on descriptions of relativization in a growing number of pidgins and creoles (e.g., Sankoff and Brown 1976, Huttar & Huttar 1994, Huber 1999, Holm & Patrick 2007) and substrate languages (e.g., Lewis 1985a, b, Dzameshie 1995, Lefebvre & Brousseau 2002, Aboh 2005, 2010a, Saah 2010; chapters 122-123 of Haspelmath et al. 2008). A comparison of relativization in Suriname creoles and Gbe languages, then, can now be undertaken with a fairly solid empirical basis and theoretical framework. At the same time, while such a comparison contributes to our understanding of the role of various substrate languages in the development of relativization in Suriname creoles, and hence to creolization processes in general, it also brings to light some gaps in our knowledge that call for continued research.
In this initial effort, then, we compare two Suriname creoles, Ndyuka and Saramaccan, with each other and with some Gbe varieties, and with some other languages of what we may refer to as the Gold and Slave Coasts. With regard to the Suriname creoles chosen, Ndyuka and Saramaccan have been identified by Smith (2002:141) as the earliest of the Eastern Maroon and Western Maroon creoles, respectively, to emerge—he gives a date of 1712 for the creation of Ndyuka, 1690-1710 for Saramaccan. Short as this time difference may seem, it corresponds to a significant demographic shift in Suriname slave importation: it was in the first decade of the eighteenth century that the numerical dominance of speakers of Bantu languages gave way to that of Gbe speakers among slaves brought to Suriname (see Arends (1995) and Huttar (2009)). Smith (1987: 154) for instance writes that: “the major languages in use among these slaves were Gbe (possibly the majority language) and Kikongo (possibly the language of a minority of the slaves.” Indeed, Smith (1999) shows that during 1675–1714, that is the formative period of these languages, 49.94% of the enslaved Africans in Suriname originated from the Gold Coast and the Slave Coast. These figures corroborate the notion that unlike other contact languages for which it is sometimes difficult to identify the source languages, various lexical items in Saramaccan derive from the Gbe languages. To illustrate this, a random list of lexical items with an initial a– from the online Saramaccan dictionary (http://www.sil.org/americas/suriname/Saramaccan/English/SaramEngDictIndex.html) is given below next to their Gungbe equivalents:
Saramaccan
Gloss
Gungbe
Gloss

adingo
shrimp
dègɔ̀n
shrimp
adjadja
rice crust
adjándján
crust
adji
game of seeds
àdjì
game of seeds
agama
chameleon
àgàmán
chameleon
agasa
crab
àgásá
crab
agbán
earth pot
àgbán
plate
aza
palm fronds at 
òzàn
carpet made of palm leaves,
 
   entrance of village

also used at the entrance of
 


villages as protection against
 


evil
In addition to such lexical items, Saramaccan also includes functional items inherited from the Gbe languages. These include interrogative words such as andi ‘what’ and ambe ‘who’. According to Smith (1987) these derived from the Fongbe wh-words àní and mɛ́, respectively (see Smith & Cardoso 2004). The same holds true of the marker wɛ̀ which co-occurs with wh-phrases in addition to marking (contrastive) focus in both Gungbe/Fongbe and Saramaccan.
Our choice of focus on Gbe varieties rather than Bantu or other groups of languages important in the history of the Suriname creoles is based only in part on these findings. After all, significant lexical input, although primarily in content rather than functional lexemes, is attested for other West African sources as well, particularly Bantu (see, e.g., Huttar 1985, 1986; Daeleman 1973). We focus here on Gbe languages primarily because of the accumulation of evidence in recent decades that Gbe languages—and Fongbe in particular—show many syntactic parallels to creoles of the circum-Caribbean area, including those of Suriname, as described in the Introduction to this volume. Within Gbe, we include more than one Gbe variety, rather than Fongbe only, for two reasons. First, this broader scope allows us to take into account differences among Gbe varieties with regard to relativization, differences which we can then compare with differences between Ndyuka and Saramaccan, a comparison which may fill in some of the specifics of how relativization developed in Suriname creoles. Second, including more than one Gbe language helps ensure that we do not attribute to one Gbe source features of Suriname creoles that could as readily have come from some other Gbe variety. More broadly, the areal nature of so many features that made their way from Africa to the New World creoles has led us to also look briefly at relativization in Akan and Kabiye--the former because it is a non-Gbe Kwa language dominant among slaves brought to Suriname during a period relevant to the development of Suriname creoles after their initial formative period (roughly, the 1720's--see Arends 1995:243), the latter because it is a non-Kwa (specifically, Gur) language with speakers living far enough south to have been within the area from which slaves were taken to Suriname.

Andrews defines a relative clause as “a subordinate clause which delimits the reference of an NP by specifying the role of the referent of that NP in the situation described by the R[elative] C[lause]” (2007:206). This definition excludes non-restrictive RCs, a limitation we observe in this paper, dealing only with restrictive RCs. Similarly, we for the most part limit our discussion to RCs continuous in surface structure with the NP whose head they modify, even though some of these languages also display extraposed, or adjoined, RCs as well, as seen, for instance, in (6).
We begin by discussing the relative ordering of relative clauses within their matrix NP (i.e., in relation to the head N and other constituents of the NP). Ndyuka has RCs both preceding and following the head noun.
 But prenominal RCs are restricted in structure: they have no TMA markers, so are non-finite; they have no relative marker, and no subject (so are labeled as VP=RC in the first two examples) (Huttar & Huttar 1994:88). Postnominal RCs, by contrast, show the whole range of constituents found in independent clauses, and are much more frequent than prenominal ones. Like Ndyuka, Saramaccan also has prenominal RCs, with similar restrictions, besides the much more common postnominal ones.

In Gbe languages (as indeed in Kwa generally) it appears that RCs are all postnominal in a way similar to nominal modifiers—see, e.g., Lewis’s (1985a:198) explicit statement on Aŋlo Ewegbe, and Lefebvre & Brousseau’s (2002:161-164) description of Fongbe NPs. 
 We give in (1) and (2) examples of prenominal RCs in Ndyuka and Saramaccan respectively, primarily to highlight this difference between Suriname creoles and Gbe languages (but see previous note), but thereafter will deal only with postnominal RCs.

(1) N
gaan  [[
tyai]v  [
lai]np]vp=rc
meti 

big

carry
load
animal
‘large beasts of burden’
(89, 396)
(2) S
[[
sumëë]v    [
suti]adv]vp=rc
fatu


smell
sweet
fat/oil
‘perfume, aromatic oil’
(International Bible Society 1990: 5)
Focusing then on postnominal restrictive RCs, in section 1 we compare relativization of various grammatical positions in Ndyuka and Saramaccan, ordering the discussion by syntactic and semantic categories: subject, direct object, indirect object and benefactive, and oblique (cf. Keenan & Comrie’s (1977) well-known relativization accessibility hierarchy) . This presentation leads into other topics: absence of relative marker (rel), variation in rel, headless relatives, and other uses of the relativization markers. After Gbe languages are compared with respect to relativization in section 2 (in the same order of categories, after a global treatment of relativization in these languages), a short consideration of relativization in Akan and Kabiye is given in section 3. The differences between these languages and the Suriname creoles are readily seen to be much greater than is that between Gbe languages and the Suriname creoles, reason for not investigating Akan and Kabiye in further detail. Section 4 summarizes similarities and differences between the Suriname creoles and Gbe languages, and draws some conclusions about Gbe sources of Ndyuka and Saramaccan relativization.

1.
Relativization in Suriname creoles
In Ndyuka and Saramaccan relative clauses, the head noun immediately precedes a relative marker. Two markers are found in relativization of arguments in Ndyuka: di and san. The former of these is much more common and tends to occur with all nouns, as well as with personal pronouns, modified by RCs.
 It is invariant for number and other grammatical and semantic parameters. By contrast san , similarly invariant, occurs almost exclusively with semantically general antecedents like sama ‘person’, sani ‘thing’, and the quantifier ala ‘all’, often bearing a meaning of indefiniteness as shown here. It is identical in form to the interrogative san ‘what’, except for bearing low rather than high tone:
(3) N
den
sama
san
e
kon
moo
lati

def.pl
person
what
cnt
come
more
late
‘whoever comes later’
(95, 429)
Saramaccan is unlike Ndyuka in displaying variation in rel according to number, with di for singular, dee for plural, homophonous with the singular and plural definite determiners, respectively:

(4) S
Di
mujëë
di
kisi
dee
fisi
da
mi
sisa.


def.sg
woman
rel.sg
catch
def.pl
fish
cop
1sg
sister

‘The woman who caught the fish is my sister.’

(5) S
Dee
mujëë
dee
kisi
dee
fisi
da
mi
sisa.


def.pl
woman
rel.pl
catch
def.pl
fish
cop
1sg
sister

‘The women who caught the fish are my sisters.’

A major contrast between Ndyuka and Saramaccan, then, is that the latter displays a relativizer that is sensitive to number distinction, unlike the former. A second difference between the two is that Saramaccan does not use andi ‘what’ as a REL, unlike Ndyuka’s use of san. These differences are illustrated in the following sections, where other differences and similarities are also pointed out.
1.1. Relativization of subject

In Ndyuka, subjects are relativized with the relative markers (rel) di, as in the following example, and san, as in 3. above:

(6) N
wan
mma
be
de,
di
be
abi
dii
pikin.

a
woman
ant
cop
rel
ant
have
three
child
‘There once was a woman who had three children.’
With regard to Saramaccan, the examples in (4) and (5) already point to the fact that this language allows relativization of subjects with the rel di and dee, respectively.

1.2. Relativization of direct object

In Ndyuka direct objects, like subjects, are relativized with di or san, the former again being far more common and the latter tending to be used in semantically vague or indefinite contexts:

(7) N
a
koni
di
a
be
bai


def.sg
clever
rel
3sg
ant
buy

‘the special knowledge that he'd bought’
(96, 431)
(8) N
a
gaan
sani
san
a
du

def.sg
great
thing
rel
3sg
do

‘the great thing that she did’
(96, 432)
Occasionally relativization of Ndyuka direct object may include a resumptive pronoun, as in the following example.
(9) N
wan
man-pikin
di
anga
ala
wataa
ain
mi
solugu
en

a
man-child
rel
with
all
water
eye
1sg
care.for
3sobl

te
a
kon
bigi

till
3s
come
big

‘a son whom I've cared for with great pains ('all tears') until he has grown up’
(99, 449)
Such resumptive pronouns seem related to a repair strategy. In this example, we observe that the relativized noun crosses over the fronted manner PP (anga ala wataa ain). Assuming that both relativization and PP fronting involve a type of wh-movement, it seems as if the resumptive pronoun in this example serves to avoid island violation (see Shlonsky 1992).
In Saramaccan, on the other hand, direct objects are relativized with di ~ dee depending on number:

(10) 
S
a.
Di
fisi
di
mi
tata
kisi
bigi





def.sg
fish
rel.sg
1sg
father
catch
big


‘The fish that my father caught is big.’



b.
Dee
fisi
dee
mi
tata
kisi
bigi





def.pl
fish
rel.pl
1sg
father
catch
big


‘The fish that my father caught are big.’
1.3. Relativization of indirect object and of benefactive

We treat these two categories together to highlight the differences between them, given that in Ndyuka both involve a form of gi < English give, and in Saramaccan da < Portuguese dar ‘give’. We use ‘indirect object’ here for the semantic goal, preceding the direct object in surface structure without any adposition, of certain verbs, prototypically gí ‘give’;
 we use ‘benefactive’ for the object of gì ‘to, for’ following in principle any verb, in particular verbs which are not inherently double-object verbs. Compare examples (11) and (12), the first with indirect object, the second with benefactive:

(11) N
den
sama
di
i
wani
gí
den
koosi



def.pl
person
rel
2sg
want
give
def.pl
clothes

‘the people to whom you want to give the clothes’
(96, 433)
(12) N
a
basi
di
mi
wooko
gì


def.sg
boss
rel
1sg
work
ben
‘'the boss that I worked for’
(96, 434)
The benefactive marker gì in (12), unlike full prepositions in Ndyuka generally, but like verbs in serial verb constructions, cannot be pied-piped with rel:

(13) N
*a basi gì di mi wooko / *a basi di gì mi wooko

Gi introducing the complement of a property item (adjective or stative verb) is similarly stranded under relativization (the first of the following examples has an extraposed RC):
(14) N
…somen
Okanisi
sama
de
di
dati
e
taanga
gi



...so.many
Aukan
person
be
rel
that
cnt
hard
ben

‘...there are so many Aukaners for whom that is difficult.’     (Wycliffe Bible Translators 1999: Ndyuka Foreword, n.p.)
(15) N
Bika
na
sama
di
a
foondoo
gi,
na
dati
o
bali.



because
be
person
rel
3sg
astonishing
ben
cop
that
fut
call
‘Because the one to whom something is astonishing is the one who will exclaim.’

Saramaccan da corresponds to Ndyuka gi, and shows similar stranding behavior:

(16) S

Di
womi
di
mi
bai
di
alisi
da
da
mi
avo.


def.sg
man
rel.sg
1sg
buy
def.sg
rice
give
be
1sg
grandparent
‘The man for whom I bought the rice is my father’s father.’
1.4. Relativization of other obliques

1.4.1. Locative

Non-relativized Ndyuka locatives are expressed either with locative adverbs, such as ya ‘here’, as in (17), or with PPs, one form of which is exemplified in (18),
 but not with a bare NP.
(17)
N
Mi
de
ya
tu
yuu
kaba.




1sg
be
here
two
hour
already

‘I've been here two hours already.’
(448, 2007)
(18)
N
Den
de
[a
osu]pp.




3pl
be
loc
house
‘They are at home. / They are in the house.’
*Den de osu.
Under relativization, however, a locative with NP may be relativized without an adposition, introduced by rel di (19) or by locative wh-marker pe ‘where’ (20):
(19) N
a
kondee
di
a
kaí
de



def.sg
village
rel
3sg
fall
there
‘that village where he fell’
(476, 2106)
(20) N
a
kondee
pe
den
be
e
tan


def.sg
village
where
3pl
ant
cnt
stay

‘the village where they'd been living’
(97, 437)
Pe (cf. peesi ‘place’ < Eng. place) is the unmarked interrogative ‘where’:

(21) N
Pe
i
mma
de?


where
2sg
mother
be
‘Where is your mother?’
(23, 93)
Locative adpositionals involve those locative expressions which are introduced by adpositions as in (22a). In addition to allowing relative clauses introduced by di/pe, such adpositional locatives also allow relative clauses involving san.
(22) N
a.
A
poti
a
pikin
a
ini
wan
bakisi.



3sg
put
def.sg
child
loc
inside
a
basket


‘She put the child in a basket.’
(187, 840)


b.
a
sani
di/san/pe
yu
o
poti
en
a
ini




def.sg
thing
rel/what/where
2sg
fut
put
3sobl
loc
inside


‘the thing that you will put it in’
Note the absence of any resumptive pronoun either before or after the adposition ini, the position from which a sani has been moved.
 Compare (23), where the relativized position is object of an adpositional phrase with both a preposition (ne, a variant of na) and a following locative marker (or “postposition”—ondoo ‘under’), both of which remain in place around the resumptive pronoun en, rather than being pied-piped by the rel pe:

(23) N
I
sabi
taki
i
sidon
a
wan
bedi
tapu
pe


2sg
know
comp
2sg
sit.down
loc
a
bed
top
where



tu
sineki
go
ne
en
ondoo?


two
snake
go
loc
3sobl
under

‘Do you know you're sitting on a bed under which two snakes have gone?'’
(102, 463)
Saramaccan differs from Ndyuka in that the general relative marker di/dee cannot be used with bare locatives. Instead, only the indirect interrogative marker ka ‘where’ occurs in such contexts:

(24) S
Di
hotëli
ka/*di
mi
ta
dë,
a
sundju.




def.sg
hotel
where/rel.sg
1sg
cnt
be
3sg
dirty.
‘The hotel where I was staying was dirty.’

In the following Saramaccan example, the final në ën dendu has the same structure as the final Ndyuka ne en ondoo in (23), with the relativized NP preceded by general locative preposition në and followed by a more specific locative postposition or locative marker, dendu ‘in’. As in Ndyuka, we find a resumptive pronoun (ën):
(25) S
di
wosu
ka
di
mii
dë
në
ën
dendu


def.sg
house
where
def.sg
child
be
loc
3sobl
in
‘the house that the child was in’
(International Bible Society 1990:5)
1.4.2. Temporal

Temporal adjuncts behave similarly to locative adjuncts. Even though relativized temporal adjuncts almost always involve the relative marker di in Ndyuka, as in (26), the language occasionally displays relative clauses that involve the temporal conjunction te ‘when, whenever’:
(26) N
a
neti
di
a
kisi
a
deen
ya


def.sg
night
rel
3s
catch
def.sg
dream
here

‘the night when he had this dream’
(97, 441)
(27) N
a
dei
di/te
i
o
go
moo
a
sama
goon
fu
go
fufuu



def.sg
day
rel/when
2sg
fut
go
more
loc
person
field
for
go
steal

‘the day that/when you’ll again go to someone’s field to go steal’
(476, 2110)
Te as temporal conjunction in non-relativized contexts is exemplified by the following:

(28) N
Te
a
bakisi
o
meke,
da
a
bakisi
musu
moi.

when
def.sg
basket
fut
make
cj
def.sg
basket
must
nice
‘When the basket is made, it's got to be well-made.'
(480, 2127)
In Saramaccan, however, only the general rel di is used. This indicates that the language displays an asymmetry between locative relative clauses which require ka and other relativized expressions involving both arguments and temporal (and manner) adjuncts:

(29) S
Di
daka
di
mi
dou
a
Foto,
tjuba
kai.


def.sg
day
rel.sg
1sg
arrive
loc
city
rain
fall

‘The day I arrived in town, it rained.’

1.4.3. Comitative

Ndyuka relativization of the object of anga ‘with’ in comitative function, but not in instrumental function (see below), employs a resumptive pronoun strategy:

(30) N
den
samai,
(deni)
di
mi
anga
deni
o
go
a
foto
tamaa


def.pl
person
3pl
rel
1sg
with
3pl
fut
go
loc
city
tomorrow

‘the people I’m going to the city with tomorrow’
(101, 456)
The 3pl pronoun den in mi anga den can be construed as a resumptive pronoun in a PP that has been front-shifted to a position between subject and the TMA markers, or as a resumptive pronoun that is one member of a coordinate subject. By either analysis, we have a resumptive pronoun strategy. The same is true of the Saramaccan i ku de in (32) and in the Saramaccan parallel to Ndyuka (31) in (33).

(31) N
wan
metii
di
yu
á
mu
meke
sipowtu
anga
eni
a
animal
rel
2sg
neg
must
make
sport
with
3sobl
‘an animal that you must take seriously’
(101, 457)
For many situations to which one naturally refers in Ndyuka using a comitative expression (‘I went to the city with them’, ‘you worked the field with the others’), Saramaccan uses a conjoined subject (Saramaccan ku, like Ndyuka anga, functions both as a conjoiner of NPs and as a preposition ‘with’), still, as just mentioned, with a resumptive strategy:

(32) S
dee
oto
sëmbë
dee
i
ku
de
bi
ta
wooko
di
goon



def.pl
other
person
rel.pl
2sg
with
3pl
ant
cnt
work
def.sg
field
‘the other people who you and they were working the field’ (i.e., ‘the other people with whom you were working….’)

But Saramaccan does also use a comitative construction with ku as preposition. Relativization of the object of ku is shown in (33), paralleling the Ndyuka example (31):
(33) S
wan
mbeti
di
j-a
musu
mbei
sipootu
ku
en
a
animal
rel.sg
2sg-neg
must
make
sport
with
3sobl
'an animal that you must take seriously'

The following example is another clear case of resumptive pronoun strategy with comitative in Saramaccan:

(34) S
di
womi
di
mi
ku
en
bi
ta
waka
nango
a
wojowojo



def.sg
man
rel.sg
1sg
with
3sobl
ant
cnt
walk
cnt.go
loc
market
‘the man with whom I was going to the market’

1.4.4. Instrumental

Unlike the case with comitative, Ndyuka relativization of instrumental object of anga ‘with’ not only has no resumptive form, but also deletes the preposition:

(35) N
a
pan
di
i
e
baka
kasaba
(*anga (en))



def.sg
pan
rel
2sg
cnt
bake
cassava

'the plate on/with which you roast cassava'
(101, 460)
Cf. the unrelativized instrument in this example:

(36) N
I
e
baka
kasaba
anga
pan.


2sg
cnt
bake
cassava
with
pan

‘You roast cassava on/with a plate.’
(102, 461)
In the same way, relativization of instrumental object of ku ‘with’ in Sarmaccan has no resumptive form and no preposition ku:

(37) S
di
faka
di
a
bi
koti
di
fisi



def.sg
knife
rel.sg
3sg
ant
cut
def.sg
fish
‘the knife with which s/he cut the fish’

Cf. the following with unrelativized instrument:

(38) S
a
bi
koti
di
fisi
ku
faka


3sg
ant
cut
def.sg
fish
with
knife

‘He cut the fish with a knife.’
1.4.5. Possessor

Possessors in Ndyuka NPs occur both before the head noun as an NP, and after the head noun as a PP (fu + NP).
 The prehead possessor (as in (39)) tends to be used for inalienable possession, and the posthead possessor for alienable possession (as in (40)), but this distinction is not categorical:

(39) N
mi
ede


1sg
head

‘my head’
(201, 906)

(40) N
den
pikin
fu
wi


def.pl
child
for
1/2pl

‘our children’
(202, 913)
Prenominal possessor is relativized with rel alone, or with rel and resumptive pronoun, when the possessum is subject of the RC:
(41) N
sama
di
(den)
doo
opo
gi
taa
wan



person
rel
(3pl)
door
open
give
other
one

‘people whose doors are open for others’
(100, 453)
In relativization of prenominal possessor when the possessum is head of an NP in a PP, however, the resumptive pronoun is obligatory:
(42) N
a
sama
di
den
fende
den
sani
ne
*(en)
osu



def.sg
person
rel
3pl
find
def.pl
thing
loc
   3sobl
house

‘the person in whose house they found the things’
(100, 452)
In relativization of postnominal possessor we also find rel plus resumptive pronoun:

(43) N
Luku
wan
sama
kon
de
di
mi
be
leni
a
hou
fi
en.


look.at
a
person
come
there
rel
1sg
ant
borrow
def.sg
machete
for
3sobl
‘Here comes someone there whose machete I borrowed.’
(100, 451)
1.4.6. Comparative
As in most languages, relativization of standard of comparison is rare in Ndyuka, rejected as unnatural by many speakers. Some speakers, however, accept sentences like (44), which displays an optional resumptive pronoun:

(44) N
a
dagu
di
den
taa-wan
(moo)
bigi
moo/pasa
(en)
def.sg
dog
rel
def.pl
other-one
 more
big
more/surpass
3sobl
‘the dog that the other ones are bigger than’
(Huttar and Koanting 1993:170)

Pragmatically, the need for relativization of standard of comparison is almost certainly very low in all languages (see Huttar and Koanting 1993:173 for a brief methodological caveat about evidence for such constructions); one can reverse the comparison and relativize a syntactic object instead, as in a dagu di (moo) nyoni moo/pasa den taa wan ‘the dog that is smaller than the other ones’. Thus it is not surprising that relativization of standard of comparison is not yet attested for Saramaccan.
1.5. Omission of rel

Tolerance of omission of rel in Ndyuka (and, we surmise, in Saramaccan) varies from speaker to speaker. Such omission is most common for direct object rel:

(45) N
A
aitin
ana
meti
abi
wan
sowtu
inki
∅
a
e



def.sg
eight
arm
animal
have
a
sort
ink
rel
3s
cnt

towe
gi
sani.

spill
give
thing


'The octopus has a sort of ink that it throws out at things.'
(98, 445)
Ndyuka subject rel is occasionally omitted:

(46) N
Ne
a
kaí
a
ini
wan
boto
di/∅
be
de
na
a
weko
bon
ondoo


cj
3sg
fall
loc
inside
a
boat
rel
ant
be
loc
def.sg
weko
tree
under

‘Then he fell into a boat that was under the weko tree’
(98, 443)
(47) N
A
wan
sowtu
sani
∅
e
fee.


cop
a
sort
thing
rel
cnt
fly

'It's a kind of flying thing.'
(98, 444)
rel can be omitted in relativization of subject in Saramaccan, as well:

(48) S
dee
sëmbë
∅
ta
du
hogi



def.pl
person
rel.pl
cnt
do
bad

‘people who do evil’
(International Bible Society 1990: 318)
Omission of rel in relativization of direct object in Saramaccan is especially common, as it is in Ndyuka, with the standard ‘that they call(ed)’ for ‘named’:

(49) S
Wan
Faliseima
bi
dë
∅
de
ta
kai
Nikodemusi.
a
Pharisee
ant
be
rel.sg
3pl
cnt
call
Nicodemus

‘There was a Pharisee named Nicodemus.’
(International Bible Society 1990: 266)
1.6. Headless relatives

1.6.1. Ndyuka
Ndyuka headless RCs are introduced by any of the three rels di (48–51), san 'what' (52), or pe (53) 'where'. Those introduced by di are distinguishable from noun phrases with di as head by the presence of V. Those with san or pe are formally, and sometimes functionally, indistinguishable from indirect questions beginning with the same elements.

(48) N
Di
o
doo
fosi
o
wini.


rel
fut
arrive
first
fut
win

'Whoever arrives first will win.'
(103, 464)
(49) N
Neen
a
pikin
mokisapi
ala,
di
a
puu
fu
en
seefi
nyan


then
def.sg
child
mix
all
rel
3s
remove
for
3sobl
self
eat


anga
di
a
puu
gi
en.

and
rel
3s
remove
for
3sobl
'Then the child mixed together all of it: what she had taken for herself to eat and what she had taken out for him.'
(103, 465)
(50) N
A
daai
go
anga
di
a
be
puu.



3s
turn
go
with
rel
3s
ant
remove

'He turned around and went back with what/the one(s) he had removed.'
(103, 466)
(51) N
We,
da
moo
betee
buku
á
de
fu
bigin
leisi,
moo



well
cj
more
better
book
neg
be
comp
start
read
more


di
didon
a
yu
fesi
ya.

rel
lie
loc
2sg
face
here. 

‘Well, there’s no better book for starting to read than the one which lies before you here.’
(Wycliffe Bible Translators, 1999: Ndyuka Foreword, n.p.)
(52) N
San
na
fi
yu
na
fi
yu.
San
na
fu
mi
na
fu
mi.



what
be
for
2sg
be
for
2sg
what
be
for
1sg
be
for
1sg
'What's yours is yours. What's mine is mine.'
(104, 470)
(53) N
Ma
pe
den
de
a
ganda,
pe
den
de
a
kondee,



but
where
3pl
be
loc
open.village
where
3pl
be
loc
village


da
den
yee
mi
goni.

cj
3pl
hear
1sg
gun

'But where they were out in the open, where they were in the village, then they heard my gun.’
(106, 480)
1.6.2. Saramaccan
Saramaccan headless RCs are introduced by andi ‘what’ (54) or locative ka ‘where’ (55).
(54) S
i
Tata
di
ta
si
andi
ta
pasa
a
tjubii


2sg
father
rel
cnt
see
what
cnt
happen
loc
secret
‘your father who sees what happens in secret’
(International Bible Society 1990: 15)
(55) S
De
go
ka
de
bi
diki
di
baaku.



3pl
went
where
3pl
ant
dig
def.sg
hole

‘They went to where they had dug the hole.’
(Rountree 1992: 18, ex. 84)
1.7. Other uses of relative marker

1.7.1. Ndyuka

The most common Ndyuka rel, di, also occurs as causal and temporal conjunctions, either alone (56) or in combination with other forms (57). Pe occurs as interrogative ‘where?’, as mentioned in section 1.4.1 and exemplified in (21), repeated here as (58); san occurs as ‘what?’ (59), in direct and indirect questions.
(56) N
Di
peesi
kiin
ne
a
gwe.

cj
place
light
cj
3s
leave

‘When the place got light, he left.’

(57) N
Fu
di
i
be
feele
meke
yu
á
be
go.

for
cj
2sg
ant
afraid
make
2sg
neg
ant
go

‘Because you were afraid, that’s why you didn’t go.’
(118, 525)
(58) N
Pe
i
mma
de?



where
2sg
mother
be
‘Where is your mother?’
(23, 93)
(59) N
San
den
o
du
anga
wi?


what
3pl
fut
do
with
1/2pl
‘What will they do with us?’
(8, 27)
Rather than assuming, as we do, heterosemous identity of rel di and di in these other uses, we could assume mere homophony. But Bruyn’s (1995:184ff) discussion of relative marker disi~ di in the Suriname creoles deriving from English proximal demonstrative this and in one form or the other having additional subordinating functions, marking temporal, causal, and concessive clauses, suggests such an identity, at least in diachronic terms.
In addition, Ndyuka di as an indefinite pronoun functions as head of an NP:

(60) N
Te
i
mati
baiba
e
boon,
i
mu
nati
di
fu
yu.


when
2sg
friend
beard
cnt
burn
2sg
must
wet
one
for
2sg

‘When your friend’s beard is burning, you must wet your own.’
(481, 2131)
In this function, but not as rel or as subordinating conjunction, di freely alternates with du immediately before the allomorph /fi/ of the preposition fu ‘for’, a position in which it frequently occurs:

(61) N
Dagu
e
suku
di
fi
en
te
fu
tide?

Dog
cnt
look-for
that
for
3sobl
until
for
today

‘Dog is looking for hers till this very day?’
(399, 1776)
Closely related to this function is the occurrence of di~du as part of a marked pronominal possessive construction (not mentioned above). In this construction the pronominal possessor noun or pronoun is preceded by fu or by di/du fu, both of which signal some contrastive focus:

(62) N
(di/du)
fu
mi
pikin



  one
for
1sg
child
‘my child’
(399, 1775)
These pronominal uses of di differ from its rel function in that the latter is a constituent of a clause (S), while the former is a constituent of an NP; the latter always includes a VP, the former does not.

1.7.2. Saramaccan
As indicated at the beginning of section 1, the Saramaccan rel di and dee are identical to the singular and plural definite determiners, respectively:

(63) S
di
mujëë


def.sg
woman

‘the woman’

(64) S
dee
mujëë

def.pl
woman
‘the women’
Also as already mentioned, Saramaccan ka and andi, the former introducing both headed and headless RCs and the latter only headless RCs (54-55), serve primarily as interrogative markers ‘where?’ and ‘what?’, respectively.

1.8. Summary of relativization in Suriname creoles
Relativization in Ndyuka and Saramaccan is alike in the following ways:

· Both use gapping (no resumptive forms) as the primary strategy for relativization of subject, direct and indirect object, benefactive, locative, temporal, instrumental; in addition, both delete the instrumental preposition under relativization.
· Both use resumptive pronouns for relativization of comitative.

· Both have headless relatives using rels homophonous with interrogative forms.

Relativization in Ndyuka and Saramaccan differs in the following ways:

· The most common rel in Ndyuka, di, is invariant, while the corresponding Saramaccan rel, di ~ dee, varies according to the number of the head of the RC; these forms of rel are currently homophonous with the singular and plural definite articles in Saramaccan, while Ndyuka di is not homophonous with any articles, though it shares a diachronic source with the proximal demonstrative pronoun disi < English this.
· In addition to the general rel, Ndyuka uses both san ‘what’ and pe ‘where’, and occasionally te ‘when’, as rels; Saramaccan uses only the general rel and ka ‘where’.
2. Relativization in Gbe languages
2.1. Overview

The Gbe languages can be classified roughly in two groups: Eastern Gbe, represented in this paper by Fongbe and Gungbe, and Western Gbe, represented by Ewegbe and Gengbe (also known as Mina). In terms of Anonymous (1983) Fongbe relative clauses are introduced by the elements ɖěe, ée, é which may sometimes be elided (p. XI.1).
 The grammar further specifies that ɖěe is often used in contexts of emphasis while ée, é appear not to be sensitive to this feature. The following examples illustrate this description for relatives where the head is the subject (65a), direct object (65b), comitative (65c), possessive (65d-d’), and locative (65e).

(65) F
a.
ví
é
wá
sɔ̀
ɔ́
kò
kú



child
rel
come
yesterday
det
already
die


‘The child who came yesterday has already died.’
(Anonymous 1983:XI.2)

b.
ùn
kpɔ́n
nŭ
ɖěe
à
bló
ɔ́


1sg
look
thing
rel
2sg
do
det

‘I watched what you did.’ 
(Anonymous 1983:XI.1)

c.
mɛ̀
é
ùn
ɖɔ̀
xó
xá
ɔ́


person
rel
1sg
say
word
with
det

‘the person I have spoken with’
(Anonymous 1983:XI.1)

d.
nyìbú
é
(sín)
tó
ùn
sɛ́n
ɔ́


cow
rel
poss
ear
1sg
cut
det

‘the cow whose ear I have cut’
(Anonymous 1983:XI.1)

d´.
nyìbú
é
ùn
sɛ́n
tó
tɔ̀n

ɔ́


cow
rel
1sg
cut
ear
3sg.poss
det

‘the cow of which I have cut the ear’
(Anonymous 1983:XI.1)

e.
xwé
é
gbè
ùn
nɔ̀
nɔ̀
ɔ́


house
rel
interior
1sg
hab
stay
det

‘the house in which I usually stay(ed)’ 
(Anonymous 1983:XI.1)
As all these examples show, the relative clause may contain a clause-final determiner-like element ɔ́ that encodes specificity. In discussing such specific noun phrases Aboh (2006: 224) suggests that specificity and definiteness combine in Gungbe, leading to the following characterization:

(i) A specific definite noun phrase is strongly D(iscourse)-linked and represents a unique referent assumed to be known to both speaker and hearer, and which the speaker intends to refer to.

(ii) A specific indefinite noun phrase need not be D-linked. It represents an existing referent that the hearer may not know about, but which the speaker has in mind and intends to refer to.

In the following examples, we translate such specific referents into English by using the demonstrative ‘this’ as in ‘this new secretary of ours is really charming’ (see Ionin 2006).

While the examples in (65) involve a specificity marker in final position, this element is not required for indefinites and generic nouns which in Gungbe may occur as bare relative clauses as shown in (66):
(66) G
Ùn
ná
wlé
àjòtɔ́
[ɖě
fìn
hùn
cè]
fɛ̀

1sg 
fut
catch
thief
  rel
steal
drum
1sg.poss
certainly
‘I will certainly catch the thief [i.e., whoever that could be] who stole my drum.’

Together, these examples show that Eastern Gbe languages can distinguish between a bare relative whose head is interpreted as indefinite (66) or a relative including the determiner as in the sentences under (65). In the former case the noun precedes the relative clause. In the latter example, the relative clause appears between the noun head and the determiner. This distribution is compatible with the relative distribution of modifiers inside the noun phrase. In the following Gungbe examples we see a bare noun in an argument position in (67a). In (67b) the argument noun phrase precedes a series of modifiers as well as the specificity marker and the number marker. The same holds of example (67c) where we see that the bracketed relative clause in (67c) is sandwiched between the demonstrative and the specificity marker and the number marker in final position.
(67). G
a.
Súrù
sà

xwé



Suru
sell
house


‘Suru sold a house/houses/the house.’ 


b.
Súrù
sà

xwé

ɖàxó
àwè
éhè
lɔ́

lɛ́


Suru
sell
house

big
two
dem
det
pl

‘Suru sold these two big houses.’ 


c.
Súrù
sà
xwé
ɖàxó
àwè
éhè
[ɖě
mí
xɔ̀]
lɔ́
lɛ́


Suru
sell
house
big
two
dem
  rel
1pl
buy
det
pl

‘Suru sold these two big houses that we bought.’ 

The following examples further indicate that the Gungbe relative clause distributes like other nominal modifiers. Example (68a) illustrates a bare relative. Example (68b) represents a relative clause whose head is interpreted as specific , while example (68c) indicates relativization of a plural head. Finally, example (68d) shows that the specificity marker and the number marker can co-occur to mark the head as specific plural.

(68) G
a.
xwé
ɖě
mí
xɔ̀


house
rel
1pl
buy


‘the house that we bought’

b.
xwé
ɖě
mí
xɔ̀
lɔ́


house
rel
1pl
buy
det

‘the house that we bought’


c.
xwé
ɖě
mí
xɔ̀
lɛ́



house
rel
1pl
buy
pl

‘the houses that we bought’


d.
xwé
ɖě
mí
xɔ̀
lɔ́
lɛ́



house
rel
1pl
buy
det
pl

‘the houses that we bought’

These examples lead us to conclude that in simple definite relative clauses, the head noun precedes the relative clause which precedes the determiners:
(69)
Noun-[Relative clause]-det-pl
Gungbe and Fongbe also exhibit examples where the determiners immediately follow the head noun as schematized in (70):
(70)
Noun-det-pl-[Relative clause]

In such cases, however, the reading of the sentence is that of a factive, not a relative (Collins 1994, Aboh 2005). Compare, for instance, the following examples to those in (68b) and (68d):
(71)
G
a. [Xwé
lɔ́
ɖě
mí
xɔ̀]
wɛ̀
zɔ́n
bɔ̀
mí
ɖù
àxɔ́.


     house
det
rel
1pl
buy
foc
make
and
1pl
eat
debt


‘The fact that we bought the house caused us to go bankrupt.’


b.
[Xwé
lɔ́
lɛ́
ɖě
mí
xɔ̀]
wɛ̀
zɔ́n
bɔ̀
mí
ɖù
àxɔ́.


house
det
pl
rel
1pl
buy
foc
make
and
1pl
eat
debt

‘The fact that we bought these houses caused us to go bankrupt.’

Collins (1994) and Aboh (2005) discuss Gbe factive constructions in great detail. We refer the interested reader to these studies and references cited there. What matters for the current discussion is that relative clauses in Fongbe, Gungbe (and possibly other Eastern Gbe) display the patterns in (69) and (70).

One can almost reproduce the preceding examples word for word in Gungbe and other Eastern Gbe varieties for which the same general description applies. Space limitations prevent us from doing so here but the reader is referred to Aboh (2005, 2010a) for discussion. In the context of this paper, we can take the different patterns discussed thus far and recapitulated below as typical of the Eastern Gbe languages:
(72)
Some aspects of relative clauses in Eastern Gbe

1.  Relative clauses are introduced by a relative marker that follows the noun relative head. This marker is ɖěe in both Fongbe and Gungbe. Following Aboh (2005, 2010a), we analyse ɖěe as a relative complementizer whose allomorphs are ée, é.

2. The relative clause can occur as bare (that is without any determiner) or it may involve the specificity marker and/or the number marker. The relative clause occurs between the noun head and the determiner followed by the number marker (cf. (69)).
3. Factive constructions derive from relative clauses (cf. (71)).
4. Relativization of arguments does not resort to a resumptive strategy. There is no resumptive pronoun in subject relatives or in direct or indirect object relatives (65a, b) (contra Lefebvre and Brousseau 2002: 161).

5. Relativisation of nominal complements of comitative and goal/allative prepositions leads to preposition stranding (cf. (65c) for an example of stranding with comitative).
6. Possessive relatives may lead to two structures. (65d) exemplifies what we can refer to as split possessive, where the head is the possessor, which precedes the relative marker which in turn immediately precedes the possessum (with possessive marker sín intervening). On the other hand sentence (65d’) represents a structure where the possessum is left in the base position where it combines with a resumptive possessive pronoun.

7. Locative relatives are built on the model of possessive relatives. Here the relativized reference object is separated from its spatial part by the relative marker. No resumptive pronoun is found in the base position in this construction.
While Western Gbe varieties share many of these properties, they differ as to how they realize number specifications in the relative clause. In these languages, number specification occurs immedialtely after the relativizer. Accordingly, the number feature of the noun phrase in the Western Gbe dialects appears on rel, unlike in the Eastern varieties, which exhibit no number marking on rel.
 While the Western Gbe number marking may be taken as a feature of the NP, a clitic which occurs in the penultimate position in the NP (see, e.g., Duthie 1996), its presence adjacent to rel still constitutes a signficiant difference from its absence in Eastern Gbe RCs. It thus remains relevant to the development of relativization in Saramaccan vs. Ndyuka, as discussed in section 4.
(73) Ge
Nyɔnu-a
ke-ye
le
akpavi
wãwo
dada
nye
ye

woman-def.sg
rel-sg
catch
fish
those
sister
1sg.poss
cop
‘The woman who caught those fish is my sister.’
(74) Ge
Nyɔnu
ke-wo
le
akpavi
wãwo
dada
nye
ye
wo
nyi

woman
rel-pl
catch
fish
those
sister
1sg.poss
foc
pl
cop
‘The women who caught those fish are my sisters.’

Unlike Gengbe exemplified above and Standard and Aŋlɔ Ewegbe below, in Inland Ewegbe dialects the plural number marker does not appear on the relativiser; rather, it  shows up on the determiner of the noun head. This leads to the structure in (75c) below which appears similar to the one in Eastern Gbe represented in (70) above. Unlike the Eastern Gbe forms, however, the Inland Ewe structures are not interpreted as factive.
(75) E
a.
aƒé

si-wó
míe-ƒle
lá
(Standard)



house

rel-pl
1pl-buy
top


b.
aƒé

yi-wó
míe-ƒle
lá
(Aŋlɔ)



house

rel-pl
1pl-buy
top


c.
aƒé-ɛ
ke-wó
xé
mí-ƒle
yi
(Inland)



house-def
prox-pl
rel
1pl-buy
cfm

‘the houses which we bought’
This reminds us of the situation described for Saramaccan in section 1. It is important to stress, however, that Saramaccan seems to have gone one step further in using relative markers that encode number distinctions, while in the Gbe languages, the relative marker (whether analysed as a pronoun or as a complementizer) does not itself show agreement with the relative head—although it may be followed by a number marker.

This brings us to another difference between Eastern Gbe and Western Gbe, that is, the expression of definiteness of the noun head and the position of the so-called specificity marker in the clause. In previous examples from Eastern Gbe varieties, we saw that the element ɔ́/ lɔ́ occurs in clause-final position in definite relative clauses or next to the head noun in factive constructions. 

In the Aŋlɔ variety of Ewegbe, expression of definiteness on the head requires the definite clitic =a to occur on the relative marker. Consider the following examples:

(76) E
ɖeví
yi
kpɔ́
da
etsɔ
lá
(Aŋlɔ)

child
rel
see
snake
one.day.from.today
top
‘a child who saw a snake yesterday’
(77) E
ɖeví
áɖé
yi
kpɔ́
da
etsɔ
lá
(Aŋlɔ)

child
indef
rel
see
snake
one.day.from.today
top
‘a certain child who saw a snake yesterday’

(78) E.
ɖeví
yi=a
kpɔ́
da
etsɔ
lá
(Aŋlɔ)

child
rel=def
see
snake
one.day.from.today
top
‘the child who saw a snake yesterday’

Example (76) is a bare noun modified by a relative clause. Here the bare noun is interpreted as non-definite. In this relative clause the head precedes the relative marker yi. This example reminds us of the Gungbe example in (66) where we observed the same pattern. But recall that such relative clauses are interpreted as definite in Gungbe as opposed to Aŋlɔ where they are interpreted as indefinite. The example in (77) includes a specific indefinite head noun. In this case, the noun precedes the indefinite marker áɖé and the NP constituent precedes the relative marker. When the head is marked for definiteness, however, the definiteness clitic =a follows the rel marker, as in (78). In this, Aŋlɔ differs from the Inland dialects and also from the standard written dialect. In the standard dialect, a relativised noun cannot be marked for definiteness or demonstrative. Relativised bare nouns are interpreted either as definite (similarly to Gungbe or Fongbe (Eastern Gbe)) or as indefinite, i.e., non-definite. A relativised noun can, however, be marked for indefiniteness. Compare these examples with the Aŋlɔ counterparts above.

(79) E
ɖeví
áɖé
si
kpɔ́
da
etsɔ
lá
(Standard)

child
indef
rel
see
snake
one.day.from.today
top
‘a certain child who saw a snake yesterday’

(80) E
ɖeví
si
kpɔ́
da
etsɔ
lá
(Standard)

child
rel
see
snake
one.day.from.today
top
‘a/the child who saw a snake yesterday’

(81)
E
ɖeví
sia
kpɔ́
da
etsɔ
(Standard)


child
prox
see
snake
one.day.from.today


‘This child saw a snake yesterday.’ (and not: ‘the child who saw a snake yesterday’)
Notice that (81) is not a relative clause even though it contains the form sia which comes from the rel si and the definiteness marker =a. One could be led to think that this form modeled on the Aŋlɔ yi=a ‘rel=def’ is also a relative marker. It is the proximal demonstrative and it cannot be interpreted as rel. The prox dem in Aŋlɔ yia is heterosemous with the rel=def; despite a relationship in form between the rel si and the prox dem sia in the standard, they are differentiated. This similarity in form of rel and prox dem in Ewegbe varieties may help us in understanding the diachronic and synchronic relationship between dem disi and rel di in both Ndyuka and Saramaccan, as mentioned in section 1.7.1 above. The examples above also show that in Aŋlɔ (and also in other Ewegbe varieties) the definiteness or otherwise of the relative head does not affect the occurrence of the relative clause-final (topic) marker lá.
2.2. Relativization of arguments and adjuncts

2.2.1. Relativization of subject and direct object

The Fongbe examples in (65)already indicate that Gbe languages allow relativization of all arguments and adjuncts. In regard to arguments, both subject and direct object can be relativized as indicated by examples (65a, b).
2.2.2 Relativization of indirect object and of benefactive

The Fongbe example in (65c) indicates that relativization of an indirect object introduced by a preposition leads to preposition stranding. A similar example is given here in Gengbe, where the indirect object is introduced by the postposition na:
(82) Ge
nusu
ke-ye
wo
sɔ
akpavi-a
na,
etɔ
nye
ye.

man
rel-sg
3pl
take
fish-def
to
father
1sg.poss
foc
‘The man to whom the fish were given is my father.’

Most Gbe languages allow double object constructions. In Gungbe such constructions can allow the orders in (83) where the theme can precede or follow the goal.

(83) G
a.
Súrù
ná
kwɛ́
ví
cè.


Suru
give
money
child
my


‘Suru gave my child some money.’


b.
Súrù
ná
ví
cè
kwɛ́.


Suru
give
child
my
money


‘Suru gave my child some money.’

Both the direct and indirect objects can be relativized as indicated in the following examples. Observe these constructions involve no prepositions nor do they contain a resumptive pronoun.

(84) G
a.
kwɛ́
ɖě
Súrù
ná
ví
cè
lɔ́
bú.


money
rel
Suru
give
child
my
det
lost


‘The money that Suru gave my child got lost.’


b.
ví
cè
ɖě
Súrù
ná
kwɛ́
lɔ́
yì
yòvótòmɛ̀.


child
my
rel
Suru
give
money
det
go
Europe


‘My child who Suru gave money to went to Europe.’

These examples show that relativization of subject and objects (direct and indirect) is parallel in Eastern Gbe.

In Ewegbe, in a benefactive/dative relativization construction, the preposition ná ‘dat’ is stranded and there is no resumptive pronoun, as the following Inland Ewegbe examples show.

(85) E
me-ƒle
ɖo-ɔ
ná
nyɔ́nu-ɔ
mí


1sg-buy
cloth-def
dat
woman-def
dist
‘I bought the cloth for that woman.’
(86) E
nyɔ́nu-ɔ
mí
xé
me-ƒle
ɖo-ɔ
ná
yi


woman-def
dist
rel
1sg-buy
cloth-def
dat
cfm
‘the woman I bought the cloth for’

These examples are similar to the Gungbe ones in (84). When an indirect object is relativized, there is a non-agreeing resumptive pronoun -i used, as the following example from colloquial Ewegbe shows.

(87) E
suku-ví
si=wó
wò-fiá-á
nu=i
lá
wɔ-na
kúvíá.

school-child
rel=pl
3sg-teach-hab
thing=res
top
do-hab
laziness

‘The students whom he teaches are lazy.’

(We return to Ewegbe relativization of indirect object in the immediately following section on locative relativization, in order to compare indirect object and locative relativization more clearly.)

2.3. Relativization of other obliques

2.3.1. Locative

In Ewegbe, NPs with locative semantics not marked by any adposition functioning as either direct object or second complement are relativized in the same way as any other NP in those functions. Relativization of locative phrases may involve bare noun phrases or noun phrases including a postnominal locative marker. Both types of locatives can be introduced by a preposition as indicated in (88).

(88) E a.
wó-ɖa
nú-á
le
ze-a
me.

3PL-cook
thing-def
loc
pot- def
in


‘They cooked the food in the pot.’


b.
wó-ɖa
nú-a
le
agble.



3PL-cook
thing-def
loc
farm

‘They cooked the food in the farm.’

In a relative clause derived from (88a) where the locative expression is introduced by the locative preposition le ‘loc’, the relativized noun phrase is fronted, stranding the preposition. No resumptive pronoun occurs in the basic position of the NP.
(89) E
ze
yi
me
wò=ɖa
nú-á
le=a
ƒo
ɖi.
(Aŋlɔ)


pot
rel
in
3sg=cook
thing-def
loc=top
strike
dirt

‘The pot in which she cooked is dirty.’
Locative phrases marked by the allative preposition ɖé ‘all’, on the other hand, involve a resumptive pronoun:
(90) E
botoe-ɛ
kú
ɖé
abaká-á
ke
me.

(Inland)


alegeli-a
kú
ɖé
kusi-a

me.

(Aŋlɔ)


rat-the
die
all
basket-the
prox
in

‘The rat died in the basket.’
(91) E
abaká-á
ke
me
xé
botoe-ɛ
kú
ɖé-e
(yi)
(Inland)


basket-dem
dem
in
rel
rat-the
die
all-res
cfm

kusi
yi
me
alegeli-a
kú
ɖó-a

(Aŋlɔ)


basket
rel
in
rat-the
die
all.res-top
‘the basket in which the rat died’

The Inland Ewegbe dialects differ from Aŋlɔ in that the rel marker precedes the postposition in Aŋlɔ while in the Inland dialects it follows it. This variation is also observed in the Eastern Gbe varieties as we show below.

If the locative phrase is PP (i.e., an NP preceded by a preposition), then relativization leads to preposition stranding as we already mentioned in previous sections. The following Gungbe example illustrates this once again.

(92) G
fí
ɖě
Súrù
zé
kwɛ́
xlán


place
rel
Suru
take
money
prep
‘the place where Suru sent money’

When the locative expression is complex in that it includes a postnominal element indicating the part of the reference object (Aboh 2010b), then relativization may lead to the situation illustrated for Fongbe in (65e), repeated here as (93b), as the relativized equivalent of (93a).

(93) F
a.
Ùn
nɔ̀
nɔ̀
xwé
élɔ́
gbè.


1sg
hab
stay
house
this
post

‘I usually stay(ed) in this house.’


b.
xwé
é
gbè
ùn
nɔ̀
nɔ̀
ɔ́



house
rel
post
1sg
hab
stay
det

‘the house in which I usually stay(ed)’

We previously observed that this strategy is similar to that of possessive. Interestingly, however, it is also possible to have contexts where the nominal complex (i.e., including the postnominal element) is fronted to the left of the relativizer. We illustrate this with Gungbe examples, but similar examples can be reconstructed for Fongbe as well (see Anonymous 1983, p. XI.1). Example (94a) represents a simple sentence including a locative expression introduced by a preposition (i.e., the bracketed sequence). The relative clause in (94b) is similar to the Fongbe example in (93b): the relativizer intervenes between the relative head and the postnominal element. In example (94c), however, we observe that the noun and the postnominal element are moved together to the left of the relativizer. Aboh, a native speaker of Gungbe, interprets (94c) as a factive or marginally as a bare relative implying that Suru was sent to markets in general.

(94) G
a.
ùn
zɔ́n
Súrù
[xlán
àxì
mɛ̀].


1sg
send
Suru
prep
market
post

‘I sent Suru to the market.’


b.
[àxì]
ɖě
[mɛ̀]
ùn
zɔ́n
Súrù
xlán



market
rel
post
1sg
send
Suru
prep

‘that market where I sent Suru’


c.
[àxì
mɛ̀]
ɖě
ùn
zɔ́n
Súrù
xlán



market
post
rel
1sg
send
Suru
prep

‘that I sent Suru to the market’


? ‘The markets that I sent Suru to’

The contrast in (94b, c) requires further study, but what is relevant to our discussion here is that relativization may target either the noun phrase functioning as reference object (94b) or the complex phrase including the reference object and the element expressing its part (94c).
 As far as is known, only the former of these options is available in the Suriname creoles.

Finally, in Ewegbe when a recipient (i.e., benefactive, not locative) marked by an allative is relativized, there are two strategies possible: the invariable non-agreeing resumptive pronoun could be used (95a, b) or an agreeing personal pronoun could occur in the site, as can be seen with plural heads of the relative (see Lewis 1985b for more details).

(95) E
a.
sódza-a
mí=wɛ́
xé
dziɖuɖu
ɖó-ɔ́
ga
ɖe-e /
wɛ́



soldier-def
dist=pl
rel
government
send-hab
money
all-res
3pl

dzinú
ɖésiaɖe
yi
(Inland)


month
each
cfm

‘the soldiers who the government sends money every month’


b.
sódza
yi=wó
dziɖuɖu
ɖó-á
ga
ɖí-i /
ɖé
wó




soldier
rel=pl
government
send-hab
money
all-res
all
3pl

ɣletí
ɖésiaɖe=a
(Aŋlɔ)


month
each=top

‘the soldiers who the government sends money every month’

These examples show that the strategies for marking certain relativized positions in Ewegbe dialects involve a non-agreeing resumptive marker and an anaphoric pronoun. What determines the choice in a particular context is not entirely clear. To avoid confusion and to show the relationship between the non-agreeing form that occurs in relative clauses to a similar form that occurs in certain types of serial verb constructions, Lewis (1985b) dubs the form ‘rel–i’ (see below).

2.3.2. Temporal

In Fongbe, Anonymous (1983:XI.2) presents the following examples which again show the variation for temporal relativization that we just illustrated for locative with the Fongbe and Gungbe examples in (96-97); nù ‘edge’ is functioning in these examples as a postnominal locative marker.

(96) F
a.
hwè-nù
ɖěe
ùn
ylɔ́
wé
ɔ́,
à

wă

ă.



sun-edge
rel
1sg
call
2sg
det
2sg
come
neg
‘When I called you, you did not come.’



b.
hwè
ɖěe
nù
ùn
ylɔ́
wé
ɔ́,
à
wă
ă.



sun
rel
edge
1sg
call
2sg
det
2sg
come
neg

‘When I called you, you did not come.’

The authors of this grammar explain this variation by pointing out that in such Fongbe relatives with a complex head, the relative clause can modify the noun phrase containing the head (96b) or the complex phrase as a whole (96a). Again, as for locatives, the Suriname creoles are not known to have the latter option.

In Inland Ewegbe dialects temporal relativization is a headless relative introduced by xé ‘rel’. This arguably has led to the grammaticalization of the rel marker to a temporal clause introducer. The relativizers yi in Aŋlɔ and si in Standard Ewegbe are pronominalized with é ‘3sgimpers’ to form a temporal clause introducer éyi ‘when’ and ési ‘when’ respectively.

(97) E
a.
xé
me=yɔ́
wè=yi
ma=tɔ
ɔ.
(Inland)

b.
éyi
me=yɔ́
wò=a
ma=tɔ
o.
(Aŋlɔ)

c.
ési
me=yɔ́
wò=a
ma=tɔ
o.
(Standard)


when
1sg=call
2sg=top-cfm
neg.2sg.pot=respond
neg

‘When I called you, you wouldn’t respond.’

2.3.3. Comitative

In Gengbe, relativization of comitative does not include a resumptive form, and the preposition ku ‘with’ is stranded:

(98) Ge
nusu
ke
mu
zɔ̃
ku
yi
asi
me


man
rel
1sg
walk
with
go
market
in

‘the man I walked to the market with’
In Gungbe, however, the situation again is similar to that of complex relative heads. Gungbe displays comitative constructions of the type in (99), where comitative is marked by the bi-partite element kpó…kpó. This item can also introduce instruments.

(99) G
Sàgbó
yì
wéxòmɛ̀
kpó
ví
cè
kpó.

Sagbo
go
school
com
child
my
com
‘Sagbo went to school with my child.’

Under relativization of the comitative, a resumptive pronoun is inserted in the base position of the relative head:
(100) G
ví
cè
ɖě
Sàgbó
yì
wéxòmɛ̀
kpó
é
kpó



child
my
rel
Sagbo
go
school
com
3sg
com
‘my child who Sàgbó went to school with’
The resumptive strategy is also adopted in Ewegbe even though this language does not display the bi-partite comitative preposition of the Gungbe-type. The Ewegbe comitative/instrumental preposition is kplé with its allomorph kplí which occurs if the complement is realized as a pronoun. In comitative relativization structures, there is a resumptive pronoun used in place of the complement as shown in (101).

(101) E
ame-ɛ
ke-wó
xé
me
de
suku
kpli-i/*wó
yi
(Inland)



person-def
dem-pl
rel
1sg
been.to
school
with-res/3pl
cfm
‘the people I went to school with’
Unlike allative marked recipients (see 95a, b), the marker of the relativized comitative is only a non-agreeing resumptive form. The anaphoric pronoun is unacceptable.
2.3.4. Instrumental
In Gungbe, instruments introduced by the bi-partite element kpó…kpó allow relative constructions similar to the one in (100). Accordingly, a sentence like (102a) can be relativized as in (102b) where a resumptive pronoun is inserted in the base position of the relative head.

(102) G
a.
Ságbó
sán
làn
kpó
hí
kpó.



Sagbo
cut
meat
com
knife
com

‘Sagbo cut meat with a knife.’



b.
hí
ɖě
Ságbó
sán
làn
kpó
é
kpó




knife
rel
Sagbo
cut
meat
com
3sg
com

‘the knife that Sagbo cut meat with’

In Ewegbe when the instrumental is relativized the preposition is followed by a resumptive pronoun. (103b) is a relativization of (103a).

(103) E
a.
Wó=si-ɛ
de
kplé
afandzá.
(Inland)



3plimpers=cut-hab
palm.fruit
com
big.machete

‘One cuts palm fruit with a big machete.’


b.
afandza
ke
xé
wó=si-ɛ
de
kplí-i
yi


big.machete
dem
rel
3plimpers=cut-hab
palm.fruit
com-res
cfm

‘the big machete with which one cuts palm fruit’

A favorite construction for instrumental relativization involves the use of a serial verb construction instead of a prepositional construction. Thus (104a) is a relativization involving a serial verb construction based on (103a),:

(104) E
a.
afandza
ke
xé
wó=kɔ́
si-ɛ
de
yi



big.machete
dem
rel
3plimpers=take
cut-hab
palm.fruit
cfm



‘the big machete that one uses to cut palm fruit’
In Aŋlɔ, however, the instrumental preposition is deleted and a non-agreeing resumptive pronoun occurs at the base position of the instrumental phrase, as illustrated in (104b).
 
(104) E
b.
pen
yi 
me-ŋlɔ
nú-i 
a
(Aŋlɔ)


pen
rel
1sg-write
thing-res
top

‘the pen with which I wrote’

2.3.5. Comparative

In Gungbe comparatives can be expressed as in (105):
(105) G
àtín
lɔ́
kò
ɖì
gà
xúgán
ví
lɔ́.

tree
det
already
resemble
tall
pass
child
det

‘The tree is already taller than the child.’

Because such sentences are comparable to serial verb constructions, all the arguments can be relativized as in simple clauses. Example (106a) represents a subject relative, while (106b) instantiates a case where the relative is the complement of the surpass verb; there is no resumptive pronoun, as the standard of comparison, ví ‘child’, is relativized as object of xúgán ‘exceed, surpass’.

(106) G
a.
àtín
ɖě
kò
ɖì
gà
xúgán
ví
lɔ́




tree
rel
already
resemble
tall
pass
child
det


‘the tree that is already taller than the child’


b.
ví
ɖě
àtín
lɔ́
kò
ɖì
gà
xúgán
lɔ́



child
rel
tree
det
already
resemble
tall
pass
det


‘the child that the tree is already taller than’

In Ewegbe, the standard of comparison which is the complement of a comparative marker such as wú ‘exceed, surpass’ can be relativized and the position optionally marked by an agreeing resumptive pronoun (107). Lewis (1985b) observes that such relative constructions are only felicitous if the standard is the subject.

(107) E
ɖeví
si=wó
kátã
Kofí
tsi
wú
wó
lá
do
le
sukuu.
(Standard)


child
rel=pl
all
Kofi
grow
exceed
3pl
top
exit
loc
school

‘All the children that Kofi is older than have finished school.’
2.3.6. Possessor
As we saw in (65), relativization of possessor in Fongbe leads to two possible structures (65 d–d´) which we repeat here as (108) for convenience. It appears in these sentences that in a sín possessive (108a) the possessive phrase is fronted and the possessor and the possessum are separated by the relative marker. In the second sentence (108b), however, the possessive construction involves a tɔ̀n possessive (see Aboh 2005, 2010b for discussion of these two strategies). In this context, only the possessor is fronted. The possessum remains in situ where it is followed by the possessive marker tɔ̀n).
(108) F
a.
nyìbú
é
sín
tó
ùn
sɛ́n
ɔ́




cow
rel
poss
ear
1sg
cut
det

‘the cow whose ear I have cut’



b.
nyìbú
é
ùn
sɛ́n
tó
tɔ̀n
ɔ́




cow
rel
1sg
cut
ear
3sg.poss
det

‘the cow of which I have cut the ear’

The same construction as in (108a) is shown in (109) for Gengbe and in (110) for Ewegbe
:

(109) Ge
nusu
ke-be
nɔpe
mu
sɔ
mɔlu
yi

man
rel-poss
place
1sg
take
rice
go

‘the man to whose house I brought the rice’

(110) E
a.
ame-ɛ
ke
xe
wó
nú
è-ɖu
yi
(Inland)



person-def
prox
rel
poss
thing
2sg-eat
cfm

b.
ame
yi
ƒé
nú
nè-ɖu
lá
(Aŋlɔ)



person
rel
poss
thing
2sg-eat
cd

‘the person whose food you ate’

It is worth pointing out that there are two major attributive possessive constructions in Ewegbe. The possessor precedes the possessum in both constructions. One construction is the alienable structure in which the possessor is linked to the possessum by a marker. The second structure, illustrated in (111a, b), is an inalienable one in which the possessor and the possessum are juxtaposed (see Ameka 1991, 1996). The relativization of the possessor in such an inalienable structure can be marked by an anaphoric pronoun (wó in (111b)) or be represented by a gap. The Inland dialects differ slightly from Aŋlɔ and the Standard in this respect. A gap is dispreferred in the Inland dialects:

(111) E
a.
ɖeví-ɛ
mí=wɛ́
xé
wó
dzilá=wó
kú
nyitsɔ
yi
(Inland)




child-def
dist=pl
rel
3pl
parent=pl
die
other.day
cfm

b.
ɖeví
yi=wó
(wó)
dzilá=wó
kú
nyitsɔ
lá
(Aŋlɔ)




child
rel=pl
3pl
parent=pl
die
other.day
top


‘the children whose (who their) parents died recently’

Thus in the Ewegbe varieties there are slightly different marker strategies employed depending on whether the possessor is functioning in an inalienable or alienable structure.
2.4. Omission of rel
In Fongbe, the native speakers whom we consulted are clear that the nominal operator/complementizer introducing RCs, ɖé, cannot be omitted in any syntactic position, but is often reduced to é (this is contrary to Anonymous 1983 and Lefebvre & Brousseau 2002:161, citing Akoha 1990:235). Likewise in Gengbe the rel ke cannot be omitted in any position (Adakou Azoti, p.c., 2010); according to native speakers of Gungbe we consulted, the relative markers cannot be omitted. The relative markers in Ewegbe xé (Inland), yi (Aŋlɔ) and si (Standard) cannot be omitted, either.

2.5. Headless relatives

Regarding Fongbe, Lefebvre & Brousseau (2002: 164) state that “there are no headless relative or free relative clauses in the language”. The same is true of Gbe languages generally.
 Most Gbe use generic nouns like person, thing, place, as heads of relative clauses yielding equivalents of headless relatives. The following examples from Gengbe illustrate such relative clauses.

(112) Ge
Ame-ke
gbe
dzi
be
ye
la
ple
gbɔ,
yi-na
asi
ya
me.

person-rel
ever
desire
that
3sg
fut
buy
goat
go-cnt
market
that
in

‘Whoever wants to buy goats comes to this market.’
(113) Ge
Efiɔ
a
la
sɔ
e
via
nyɔnuvi
na

king
def.sg
fut
take
3sg
child
girl
to

ame-ke
la
gbe
wu
dzataa.
person-rel
fut
ever
kill
lion
‘The king will give his daughter to whoever kills the lion.’
In Ewegbe manner relatives are also based on a generic nominal, álé ‘thus’. The siginificant thing about such relatives is that they contain a marker –i which we would argue is the same as the non-agreeing resumptive pronoun we have seen in different kinds of relativization structures. The examples in (114) are taken from standard written Ewegbe.

(114) E
a.
kɔnú
si=wó
wɔ-ḿ
míe-le
fífiá
mé-ga-le




custom
rel=pl
do-prog
1pl-be.at.pres
now
neg-rep-be.at.pres




abé
álé
si
míe-wɔ-nɛ
tsã́
ené
o.


as
thus
rel
1pl-do-hab.res
formerly
as
neg

‘The customs which we now perform are no longer like the way they used to perform them formerly.’ (Editorial of Nyaseto newspaper October 1993)


b.
ma-té.ŋú

á-fiá
nú
wò
ɖeká
abé
álé



1sg.pot-can
subjv-teach
thing
2sg
one
as
thus



si
daaví
lɔ̃lɔ̃nyó
dí
tsó
así-nye-e
ené.


rel
title
name
want
from
hand-1sg-res
as


‘I can teach you alone the way that Madam Lɔlɔnyo wants it from me.’

2.6. Summary of relativization in Gbe languages

Gbe languages manifest various similarities as well as differences in relativization: The number of the noun phrase appears on the rel marker in Western Gbe varieties of Aŋlɔ and Standard but not in the Inland dialects. Eastern Gbe varieties, like the Western Inland dialects, mark number on the Determiner, which in Inland dialects of Ewegbe occurs before the rel marker. For Eastern Gbe varieties the number marker can occur together with the definite (or specificity) Determiner at the end of the relative clause. In factive constructions, however, the noun and its related determiners occur to the left of the relative marker. The varieties differ in similar ways when it comes to marking definiteness of the noun: Aŋlɔ Ewegbe marks definiteness of the noun head on the rel. The other Western Gbe dialects as well as Eastern Gbe do not do this.

In complex expressions involving an NP and a postnominal spatial region-denoting element, either the reference object NP or the whole complex expression can be targeted for relativization in all the Gbe dialects. 

In the Gbe dialects in general the relative marker cannot be omitted; and when complements of dative or locative prepositions are relativized on, the preposition is stranded in its base position. Instrumental and comitative preposition complements, as well as allative preposition complements, when relativized on are marked with resumptive pronouns in most Gbe dialects, with the notable exception of Gengbe where this relativization of comitatives results in preposition stranding. The Possessor can be targeted for relativization yielding two structures in the Eastern Gbe varieties; in the Western Gbe varieties the possessor in an alienable structure is relativized using a gap strategy, whereas in an inalienable structure the gap strategy tends to be dispreferred, at least in the Inland dialects. 
In Ewegbe, in general, the marker strategy involving a non-agreeing resumptive pronoun is used in second object relativization, allative marked locatives and recipients, comitative, comparative and manner relativization (see Ameka 2005 for further related functions of this form).Finally, with the exception given in note 20, there are no headless relatives in the Gbe languages.
3. Relativization in Akan and Kabiye

As explained in section 0, the non-Gbe Kwa language Akan and the non-Kwa Gur language Kabiye are included in this study in order to see whether features of relativization in Suriname creoles that appear to parallel Gbe sources are also to be found in non-Gbe languages of slaves brought to Suriname. It turns out that relativization in both Akan and Kabiye differs significantly more from that in the Suriname creoles than does relativization in the Gbe varieties considered. Our presentation of Akan and Kabiye, therefore, is brief, although extensive enough to document this greater difference.

3.1. Relativization in Akan
Examples (115–117), from Saah (2010:92, 100), show relativization of subject, direct object, and indirect object, respectively, in Akan:
(115)
A
ɔbáá
áà
ɔ-wáré-e
Kofi
nó
fi
Aburi.


woman
rel
3sg-marry-pst
Kofi
cd
be.from
Aburi

‘The woman who married Kofi is from Aburi.’

(116) A
Me-hu-u
ɔbáá
áà
Kofi
wáré-e
no
nó.


1sg-see-pst
woman
rel
Kofi
marry-pst
3sg
cd

‘I saw the woman whom Kofi married.’
(117) A
maamé
nó
áà
papá
nó
má-a
no
aduané
nó


woman
def
rel
man
def
give-pst
3sg
food
cd

‘the woman to whom the man gave food’
These illustrate four basic features of Akan RCs (Saah, 2010:92):

· The rel, áà, is invariant and obligatory. In its invariance, it is like Ndyuka, but not like Saramaccan; in its obligatoriness, it resembles neither creole. In both features, invariance and obligatoriness, it is like the Gbe languages
· There is always a head NP; thus Akan is unlike either of the Suriname creoles in this regard, but like the Gbe languages in not having headless relatives.

· For all syntactic positions, there is an agreeing resumptive pronoun in the relativized position. Again, Akan is unlike the Suriname creoles here. It is also unlike the Gbe languages in this respect as they use gap for the core argument positions but invariant resumptive pronouns in indirect object relativization as well as for the relativization of certain prepositional complements.
· All Akan RCs end with a “clause-final determiner” (glossed cd in the Akan examples), like some Gbe languages, another feature not shared with the Suriname creoles.

Saah (2010:93) also states that the rel áà has no other uses.
 Here again, Akan does not resemble either the Suriname creoles or the Gbe languages. Clearly Akan resembles the Suriname creoles with regard to relativization much less than do the Gbe varieties we have examined.
In the Gur language Kabiye, the score of RCs in our data (from Antonin Azoti, p.c., 2010) all include what Hiraiwa (2008) calls a “reinforcer” (glossed d(r)), yɔ́:

(118) K
Halʊ
weyi
ɛ
kpa
kpakpasɩ
nzɩ
yɔ́
ɛ
ke
mɔn
kɔɔ.


woman
rel
3sg
caught
fish
those
d(r)
3sg
be
1sg-poss
sister


‘The woman who caught those fish is my sister.’

This feature, like the obligatory Akan clause-final determiner, is not found in the Suriname creoles. Another difference in this relativization of a subject is the presence of the resumptive subject pronoun ɛ, rather than a gap as in Suriname creoles. A third difference is the presence of head-internal RCs in Kabiye (Hiraiwa 2008). It seems very unlikely, then, that Kabiye (or other Gur languages, for that matter, though some spoken farther west and north than Kabiye do lack head-internal RC’s [Hiraiwa 2008]) has made any significant contribution to the development of relativization in Suriname creoles. In other words, in relativization we are very probably dealing with a Kwa-based, or even specifically Gbe-based, feature, not a broader areal one—unlike the case with some semantic structures (see Huttar et al. 2007). But it should be noted that rel in Kabiye, as in Saramaccan, varies to agree with the head noun; but the agreement is not only for number, but also for noun class (compare weyi, mba, and ŋka in 118-120; Gbe languages do not have noun classes):

(119) K
halaa
mba
pa
kpa
kpakpasɩ
nzɩ
yɔ


women
rel
3pl
caught
fish.pl
those
reinf

‘the women who caught those fish’

(120) K
kpakpayaɣ
ŋka
ma
caa
kpawa
yɔ


fish.sg
rel
1sg
father
caught
reinf

‘the fish (sg) that my father caught’

4. Comparative summary: Gbe, Kwa, Ndyuka, and Saramaccan

With regard to relativization in the two Suriname creoles, the most salient difference between Ndyuka and Saramaccan is that the common, unmarked rel is invariant in Ndyuka (always di), but varies for number in Saramaccan (singular di, plural dee), as shown at the beginning of the comparative summary in table 1. A similar difference is found among Gbe languages: In Eastern Gbe, there is no plural marking within an RC with plural head, whether the RC occurs between the head and the plural marker, as in the Gungbe example (68c), or after, as in (70) for both Fongbe and Gungbe. By contrast, in Western Gbe we find more variation: In Gengbe rel is followed by a number marker corresponding to the number of the head noun (73–74); in Standard and Aŋlɔ Ewegbe, rel is followed by a number marker only with plural head nouns; and in Inland Ewegbe, number is not marked in the RC (75).

This parallel between the Suriname creoles on the one hand and Eastern and Western Gbe on the other suggests that the development of Saramaccan involved more influence from Western Gbe, at least with regard to relativization, while Ndyuka drew more on Eastern Gbe models. Given that Saramaccan apparently began to form earlier than did Ndyuka (Smith 2002), this hypothesis would in turn entail that Western Gbe varieties played a role in Suriname creole formation earlier than did Eastern Gbe varieties. Detailed analysis of Atlantic slave trade records that may reliably allow identification of specific Gbe varieties spoken by slaves taken to Suriname during particular periods would let us test this hypothesis.

The other main difference noted between Ndyuka and Saramaccan regards the occurrence of relative markers other than unmarked rel (see table 1.): in relativization of bare (non-adpositional) locatives in Ndyuka, for example, pe ‘where’ is used alongside unmarked rel di; only ka ‘where’ occurs in Saramaccan. And in relativization of temporal expressions, Ndyuka uses te ‘when’ as well as rel di, while Saramaccan uses only rel di/dee. Here again we see, as for number marking, that Ndyuka resembles Eastern Gbe more than Saramaccan does, while Saramaccan resembles Western Gbe.

A different picture emerges regarding relativization of comitative
: while the Suriname creoles are alike in both employing a resumptive pronoun strategy, Eastern and Western Gbe differ, with the former also employing a resumptive pronoun strategy, but the latter employing stranding. If the Suriname creoles did not develop relativization of comitative independently of Gbe influence, then it is noteworthy that both Ndyuka and Saramaccan have followed Eastern Gbe, unlike the situation just described above regarding number marking and non-adpositional locatives.

It is clear that not everything about Ndyuka and Saramaccan relativization can be obviously and directly tied to what we have found in Gbe languages so far. Thus while the two Suriname creoles both have RCs with no overt relativizer, and both have headless RC’s, the Gbe languages, whether Eastern or Western, have neither.

Finally, as research on other syntactic features over the last two decades has led us to expect (but not to assume), the Gbe group appears to be a more significant source of relativization structures in Ndyuka and Saramaccan than does Akan
, let alone a non-Kwa language of the relevant area, Kabiye. A more complete look at details neglected or entirely missing here, including information on earlier stages of all the languages involved, with native-speaker linguists from both sides of the Atlantic leading the effort, should enable us to be more specific about which languages and dialects contributed which features to relativization in each of the Suriname creoles—not only Ndyuka and Saramaccan. Our knowledge of which languages’ speakers were dominant in which periods of the Atlantic Slave Trade should then give us some basis for saying when relativization processes took stable shape in each creole, and when such stabilization took place in relation to other features presented in this volume.

Table 1. Summary comparison of relativization in Suriname creoles and Gbe languages

	Feature
	Ndyuka

	Saramaccan
	Eastern Gbe
	Western Gbe

	Number  marker on rel
	–
	+
	–
	+

	rel. markers with locative
	both rel di and pe ‘where’
	only ka ‘where’
	only rel (e.g., Fongbe ɖěe ~ ée ~ é)
	only rel (e.g., Aŋlɔ Ewegbe yi)

	rel. locative with prepositions
	stranding
	? (possibly does not occur)
	stranding
	stranding; but for allative, resumptive pronoun

	rel. locative with preposition and postposition
	resumptive pronoun
	resumptive pronoun
	
	

	rel. markers with temporal
	both rel di and te ‘when’
	only rel di/dee
	only rel 
	rel (Inland Ewegbe); temporal conjunction ‘when’ formed from 3sg marker + rel (Standard & Aŋlɔ Ewegbe)

	rel. arguments (subject, direct object, indirect object)
	gap
	gap
	gap
	gap

	rel. comitative strategies
	resumptive pronoun
	resumptive pronoun
	resumptive pronoun
	resumptive pronoun

	rel. instrumental strategies
	relativizer only; instrumental adposition and its object deleted
	relativizer only; instrumental adposition and its object deleted
	resumptive pronoun
	resumptive pronoun

	rel. benefactive
	stranding
	stranding
	stranding
	stranding

	rel. possessor
	resumptive pronoun
	? (possibly does not occur)
	resumptive pronoun
	gap/resumptive pronoun (alienable), resumptive pronoun (inalienable)

	rel. standard of comparison
	resumptive pronoun
	? (possibly does not occur)
	stranding
	optional resumptive pronoun

	headless relatives
	+
	+
	–
	–

	omission of rel. marker allowed
	+
	+
	–
	–

	other uses of rel or of homophonous forms
	conjunction; indefinite pronoun
	definite articles
	?
	?
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( We are grateful to three anonymous reviewers for their helpful questions and comments on a previous draft of this chapter.


� In Ndyuka and Saramaccan NPs, quantifiers, determiners, numerals, and adjectives all precede the head N, while genitive phrases follow it. Order of clause constituents is consistently SVO (i.e., SV and AVO). Both languages clearly have prepositions, but also have what can be interpreted as postpositions, again showing both head-initial and head-final properties.


� Saramaccan NPs with prenominal RCs are not to be confused with the structure consisting of a VP followed by agentive suffix –ma (< English man), treated by Veenstra (2006) as synthetic compounds and by Ackema and Neeleman (2010) as nominalization of VPs within NPs. It may be possible to extend Ackema and Neeleman’s treatment to cover what we here treat as cases of prenominal RCs in the Suriname creoles; cf. Lefebvre & Brousseau (2002:227-228) on N-V-N compounds in Fongbe.


� We take Gbe languages to be basically head-initial, although not without some surface head-final features. For discussion, see Duthie (1996), Essegbey (1999), Ameka (2002), Lefebvre & Brousseau (2002), and Aboh (2004).


� Languages of examples are identified with A = Akan, E = Ewegbe, F = Fongbe, G = Gungbe, Ge = Gengbe (Mina), K = Kabiye, N = Ndyuka, and S = Saramaccan. Abbreviations in glosses are all = allative, ant = anterior, ben = benefactive, cd = clause determiner, cfm = clause final marker, cj = conjunction, cnt = continuative, comp = complementizer, cop = copula, det = determiner, d(r) =reinforcer , fut = future, hab = habitual, neg = negative, obl = oblique, pl = plural, poss = possessive, pst = past, reinf = reinforcer, rel = relative, res = resumptive, sg = singular, subjv = subjunctive.


Ndyuka examples are from fieldwork by the first author and Mary Huttar, for the most part collected in Suriname between 1968 and 1990; numbers in parentheses, when given, give the page and example numbers for examples published in Huttar and Huttar (1994). The Introduction to that volume describes the corpus from which these examples (and others) were drawn.


Saramaccan examples with no source given are from the first author’s consultation with Jajo Asodanoe, a mother-tongue speaker of Saramaccan with some linguistic training, and with S. Catherine Rountree. (In the very few cases of Saramaccan examples from translated material, it should be emphasized that such examples have undergone rigorous testing for accuracy and native-speaker acceptability—more rigorous, in fact, than is usual for non-translated language data.)


Fongbe and Gungbe examples with no source given are from the second author, a native speaker of the Porto-Novo dialect of Gungbe. Ewegbe examples with no source given are from the third author, a native speaker of the Anfoe variety of the Inland dialect, and have been checked with a number of other native speakers. Gengbe (Mina) examples are from native speaker Adakouvi Azoti, personal communication with the first author, 2010.


Akan examples are from Saah 2010, with page and example numbers given. Kabiye examples are from native speaker Antonin Azoti, personal communication with the first author, 2010.�





� As the absence of the corresponding form andi ‘what’ as a rel in Saramaccan would suggest, the use of san ‘what’ as rel in Ndyuka may be a later development than that of di. Bruyn (1995:224-228) describes the late development of san ‘what’ and suma ‘who’ into rels in Sranan; but apparently such development took place in the 20th century. It is therefore likely to be independent of the development of san as a rel in Ndyuka, although our lack of documentation of early stages of Ndyuka makes it difficult to be certain. We note that Ndyuka sama ‘who’ is not attested as a rel.


� Other verbs that take indirect object include leli ‘teach’, leni ‘lend’, soi ‘show’, begi ‘request’, akisi ‘ask’, taigi (<taki ‘talk’+ gí ‘give’) ‘tell’, and sikiifi ‘write’.


� Note that the following, with verb gí ‘give’, is well-formed:


	a	basi	di	gí	mi	wooko	‘the boss who gave me work’


	def.sg	boss	rel	give	1sg	work


� On the basis of the difference in behavior in Ndyuka between gì and full prepositions with regard to stranding, not limited to relativization but involving movement generally, Huttar & Huttar (1994:197) treats gì as occupying a position on a category continuum between verb and preposition. Cf. Huttar & Koanting (1993) on Ndyuka comparative markers showing features of verbs, of adverbs, and of prepositions.


� Locative PPs take a variety of forms; see Huttar & Huttar (1994:185-190, 420-436) for details.


� On the combination of NP-initial definite marker and NP-final general locative adverb—most commonly ya ‘here’ for proximal, de ‘there’ for distal—corresponding to demonstrative adjectives in English, see Huttar and Huttar (1994:203-204). As this construction is standard in contexts without, as well as with, relativization, there is little reason to take such adverbs (de in this example) to be resumptive forms.


� See Huttar & Huttar (1994:23-24) on Ndyuka locative interrogatives marked by pe preceded by locative preposition na ~ a and interrogative on ‘which?’.


� The Ndyuka locative adposition ini occurs as a preposition and as a postposition—i.e., before its NP, after it, or both (ini NP ini); see Huttar & Huttar (1994: 423) and the following:�   Da	i	e	poti	a	ini	a	sani	ini	te	a	koo.�   cj	2sg	cnt	put	loc	inside	def.sg	thing	inside	until	3sg	cold�   ‘Then you put it inside the thing until it’s cold.’


� We have no clear data on relativization of possessor in Saramaccan. Commonly the verb abi ~ a’ is used with its subject, the semantic but not syntactic possessor, relativized, rather than the syntactic possessor, as in the following:


di	womi	di	a’	di	wosu	ka	mi	tja	di	alisi	go


def.sg	man	rel.sg	have	def.sg	house	where	1sg	carry	def.sg	rice	go


‘the man to whose house I took the rice’ 


� We omit here treatment of other possessor marking within the NP, namely contrastive focus on the possessor with either PP (fu + NP) or di + PP (fu + NP) in prehead position, as in (di) fi en pikin ‘her/his own child’. But note that the variant with di is a headless RC introduced by rel di.


� For further examples, of omission of rel with relativization of indirect object and of temporal adjunct, see Huttar & Huttar (1994:98-99).


� Though this grammar suggests that the relative element can be elided, all the relevant examples in the book have the relative marker overtly realized.


Page numbers in Anonymous 1983 are numbered anew for each chapter; thus this reference is to chapter XI, page 1.


� Cf. the analysis given in Westermann (1907:61) for the Gbe variety spoken in Togo described in that work: “Das Relativpronomen ist si pl. siwó”, and Lewis’s (1985a) identical analysis of Aŋlo Ewegbe.


� Unlike Eastern Gbe dialects (see 94b, c) and Inland Western Ewe, Aŋlɔ and Standard Ewegbe only target the NP referring to the reference object for relativization and not the whole complex NP nor the region- or part-denoting postnominal element. Compare the following examples:


	a.	aƒé	yi	me	wó-dzi-m	le	(Aŋlɔ)


		house	rel	in	3pl-bear-1sg	loc


	‘the house in which I was born’


	b.	*aƒé	me	yi	wó-dzi-m	le	(Aŋlɔ)


		house	in	rel	3pl-bear-1sg	loc


	c.	aƒé-ɛ́		ke	me	xe	wó-dzi-m	le	yi	(Inland)


		house-def	prox	in	rel	3pl-bear-1sg	loc	cfm


	‘the house in which I was born’


� We are grateful to an anonymous reviewer for pointing out this variation in Aŋlɔ.


� See Saah (2010:100) for a similar construction in Akan.


� An exception is temporal relativization in Inland dialects of Ewegbe—see section2.3.2.


� But see Amfo (2010:209, ex. 29) for the form á (standard Akan orthography for what Saah writes as áà) glossed as ‘rel’ but introducing what appears to be a result clause and factive clauses in Akan:�M̀màrímá	nó	ńsó	sé	wɔ́ń	à-nyà	àhòɔ̀déń	á	bɔ́ɔ̀lò	kóráá�Men	def	also	say	they	perf-get	strength	rel	football	even


wò-bé-tùmí	á-bɔ̀.	‘The men also say (that) they have regained strength such�they-fut-can	cons-play	   that they can even play football.’


� We have suggested in section1, however, that the rise of san ‘what’ as a relative marker with indefinite head nominals in Ndyuka was a fairly late development (as it also was in Sranan), thus not to be quite so readily attributable to specific substrate influence.


� An anonymous reviewer has suggested the possibility that the difference between comitative and instrumental relativization in the Suriname creoles may be viewed as a difference between human and non-human referents of the nouns involved. While we have not explored this possibility, the outcome should not affect the observation that this difference between comitative and instrumental relativization is not found in the Gbe languages.


� If in fact the distinction between number marking on rel itself and such marking on an agreeing form is significant, then it may be that the number agreement between rel and head in Akan indicates a point of significant Akan input into Saramaccan relativization. But even so, extralinguistic, demographic data suggest that this is unlikely, given the numerical predominance of Gbe speakers during the time of the initial formation of Saramaccan, while Akan numerical predominance occurred much later: the 1720’s (Arends 1995).





